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ABSTRACT
Growth Scores and TEAM Observation Ratings for Teachers in a Northeast Tennessee School
District
by
David A. Little
The purpose of this nonexperimental quantitative study was to determine if there was a
relationship between the 2018 Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) Growth
Score given by the Tennessee Department of Education and the overall 2018 Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) Observation Rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating
public school district. Demographic variables associated with both the teacher and evaluator
were considered to determine if there existed a significant difference between gender, teaching
license, grade level, TEAM Certified Observer years of experience, and the growth score and
overall TEAM Observation Rating. The participating public school district is located in
Northeast Tennessee and has 12 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, 2 high schools, and 1
optional high school. Participants included employees of the school district in tested subject
areas in grades 3-12. Eight research questions served as the framework of the study. Data were
analyzed using a Pearson correlation, Independent Samples t-tests, and Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA).
Results of the analysis revealed no significant correlation between TVAAS Growth Scores and
the TEAM Observation Ratings for TN Ready tested teachers, in grades 3-12. There was no
significant difference by gender in the TEAM Observation Ratings, no significant difference by
type of teaching license in the TVAAS Growth Scores, and no significant difference by type of
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teaching license in the overall TEAM Observation Ratings. There was a significant difference in
the TVAAS Growth Scores by grade level taught. Students in secondary classrooms showed
more growth from testing than students in elementary classrooms. There was no significant
difference by grade level taught in the overall TEAM Observation Ratings. There was a
significant difference by TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience in the TVAAS Growth
Scores. Teachers assigned TEAM Certified Observers in the 0-1 year group and the 5-8 years
group showed more student growth than teachers in the 2-4 years group. There was no
significant difference by TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the overall TEAM
Observation Ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Education Network, 2003), “highly
qualified” teachers were those who possessed at least a bachelor’s degree, achieved state
certification, and demonstrated subject content mastery through testing. These credentials led to
a measure of teacher effectiveness on student learning (Guilfoyle, 2013). However, Race to the
Top (RTTT) (USDOE, 2009b) created a shift in determining educator effectiveness based on
multiple measures.
States and school districts developed new evaluation systems with a focus on measuring
each teacher’s capabilities in the classroom. Other measures of teacher effectiveness used
statistical measures of student growth (Kober & Rentner, 2012). The growth measure and
achievement score comprised quantitative data leading to 50% of the educator’s overall level of
effectiveness.
In response to developing a new teacher evaluation system under RTTT compliance,
Tennessee chose to implement the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM). This
evaluation model is used to collect a preponderance of classroom evidence linking instruction to
effectiveness by meeting indicators on a rubric (TNDOE, 2019b). The qualitative data collected
during observations count 50% of the educator’s overall level of effectiveness.Instructional
leaders are required to perform annual observations according to TEAM. Time and resources
committed to conducting these announced and unannounced observations maintain a focus on
the capacity for teacher growth. Input from the teacher as observed from meeting indicators from
each domain on the rubrics frame the progress of professional development offered throughout
the school year. The evidence gathered during observations also provides a 50% level of
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effectiveness score for educators; the remaining 50% comes from student growth and student
achievement. The assumption may be that, if a teacher scores at or above expectation on the
observation scoring rubric, then achievement and growth score data should also have a high level
of effectiveness score. This would indicate that positive measures of teacher inputs like planning,
environment, and instruction match positive student outputs like growth and achievement. If the
two indicators of teacher effectiveness do not align, there may be additional variables to
consider. If the teacher domains are more positive than the student domains, the evaluation
scores may be inflated by the observer. If the student data scores are more positive than the
observation scores, there may be other variables to consider.
In order to examine educator effectiveness, a starting point might be to look at how the
measure of instruction matches the measure of state-mandated standardized testing for the
teacher of record. Stumbo and McWalters (2011) suggested that teacher effectiveness focuses on
the opportunities of learning provided to students in the classroom. Much research exists linking
teacher effectiveness to how well students perform on state-mandated tests. The teacher may self
determine his or her effectiveness by meeting indicators of evidence at the level of expectation
on yearly evaluations. Administrators may gauge a teacher’s effectiveness with how well a
teacher’s yearly evaluation score correlates with his or her students’ growth and achievement.
Instructional effectiveness can be viewed as a compilation of the teacher’s high
expectations for all students and an ability to help them learn. This is evidenced through valueadded scores, testing, and alternative assessment measures (Ozek, Carruthers, & Holden, 2018).
Effective teachers might contribute to positive academic and social outcomes. This is evidenced
by the student having regular attendance, promotion to the next grade level, graduation, or a low
frequency of discipline referrals to the office (Carreiro, 2017).
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Effective teachers use diverse resources to deliver instruction to students that
promote engaged learning opportunities.



Effective teachers develop classrooms that value diversity and civic-mindedness.



Effective teachers collaborate with stakeholders to ensure student success –
especially those at a high risk for failure (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008).

The Tennessee Department of Education (TNDOE) identified a teacher’s level of
effectiveness by examining instruction, student growth, and student achievement. Combining
each of these indicators of educator effectiveness, through the Tennessee Educator Acceleration
Model (TEAM, 2018), supports educators in helping every student learn and grow. The findings
of this study could provide input for decision making on a district level regarding how TEAM
Certified Observers receive evaluator training for TEAM. Fidelity in evaluating teachers
according to the rubric may be an area of refinement for growth at the district level.
The results of this study will potentially benefit school level administrators by gathering
evidence to assist in the prescriptive decision making about master scheduling. A comprehensive
analysis of teacher observation scores and student data may provide an opportunity to target
student placement. A major input for decision making about student placement should be
reflective of teacher’s strengths and student data. The results of this study may help district level
TEAM Certified Observers better align professional development opportunities for teachers and
principals.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS, 2019) growth score and the overall Tennessee
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM, 2018) observation rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the
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participating public school district. Comparing these indicators helps determine how the two
measures align to indicate teacher effectiveness.
In addition to investigating the relationship between the TVAAS growth score, and the
TEAM observation rating, significant differences between principal and teacher demographic
variables were examined. The demographic variables identified to investigate as significant
differences to the TVAAS growth score and the TEAM observation rating in the study were:
gender (male or female), teacher licensure (practitioner or professional), grade level taught
(elementary or secondary), and years of experience as a TEAM Certified Observer (0-1 year, 2-4
years, 5-8 years).
Research Questions
Eight research questions guided this quantitative study.
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and overall TEAM
observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
RQ2: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between male and
female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
RQ3: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers holding
practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district?
RQ4: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in
the participating public school district?
RQ5: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary and
secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
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RQ6: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
RQ7: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
RQ8: Is there a significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Definitions of Terms
The definitions of several terms are provided to help in understanding this study.
Elementary School: For the purposes of this study, elementary is defined as teachers in grades
3-8.
Level of Overall Effectiveness: A combined score between 100 and 500 using qualitative data
(50%), student growth data (35%), and student achievement data (15%) (TNDOE,
2019b).
Practitioner Teaching License: Initial 3-year license issued to applicants who hold a bachelor’s
degree, are enrolled in or have completed a preparation program approved by the State
Board of Education, and have verified content knowledge as defined in state board
policy. An educator may add additional endorsements to a practitioner license. The
practitioner license may be renewed once (TNDOE, 2018d).
Professional Teaching License: A 6-year teacher license issued upon completion of an approved
educator preparation program and meeting specific licensure expectations and

18

requirements at the practitioner level. An educator may add additional endorsements to a
professional license. The professional license is renewable (TNDOE, 2018d).
Secondary School: For the purposes of this study, secondary is defined as grades 9-12.
Teacher Effect Data: Student achievement data based on student growth data, as represented by
the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), developed pursuant to state
law or some other comparable measure of student growth (SCORE,2017).
Teacher Evaluation: “The formal process a school uses to review and rate teachers’ performance
and effectiveness in the classroom. Ideally, the findings from these evaluations are used
to provide feedback to teachers and guide their professional development” (Sawchuk,
2015, para. 1).
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) Certified Observer: Certified observers can be
administrators or instructional leaders. “All newly designated observers must participate
in required teacher evaluation certification training (2 days) and demonstrate proficiency
in the TEAM observation process by successfully completing an online, annual
certification test to be certified” (TEAM, 2018, p. 3).
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) Growth Model: The model used for educators
to meet specific indicators from a scoring rubric. TEAM is used to collect data using
frequent observations, constructive feedback, student data, and professionalism. TEAM is
designed to support all educators in doing their best work to help every student learn and
grow (TNDOE, 2019b).
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) Growth Score: A teacher’s score based on
whether his or her class of students on average makes more, less, or about the same
progress as similar students across the state during one academic year (TVAAS, 2019).

19

Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS): A system that measures student growth
year after year, regardless of whether the student is proficient on the state assessment
(TVAAS, 2019).
Delimitations
This study was delimited to the following: The TEAM Certified Observer and teacher
data used were restricted to the participating public school district. The entire state uses statemandated testing and most districts use the TEAM evaluation system. Choosing only the
participating public school district narrowed the scope of the study, which affects the
generalizability toward districts unlike the one chosen. The TEAM Certified Observers in the
district chosen were not vetted regarding their consistency in observation practices including
following the rubric with fidelity, following the observation schedule, and following guidelines
found in the TEAM handbook. Additionally, only one year of data from the participating public
school district were used in the study.
Limitations
Whereas the TEAM evaluation has a scoring rubric used by the observer, gathering a
preponderance of teacher and student evidence to meet an expectation level is left to the person
conducting the observation. All school districts have different approaches and expectations as to
how the evaluation system is used with fidelity within schools. The number of teachers and
observers from the participating public school district involved in the study might provide
limitations. School districts with varying teacher and observer populations may have different
outcomes. Additionally, the researcher’s employment status as an assistant principal and TEAM
observer in the participating public school district may produce some bias in the
recommendations for practice in the district and further recommended research.
20

Overview of the Study
This quantitative research study has been organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 includes
the introduction, statement of purpose, research questions, significance of the study, definitions
of terms, delimitations, limitations of the study, a chapter summary, and an overview of the five
chapters included in this study.
Chapter 2 contains a review of literature related to a history of teacher evaluation and
supervision, teacher effectiveness and evidence of teaching, and teacher evaluation system in
Tennessee. The review of literature includes an overview of the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM), research findings for TEAM, and teacher effectiveness and
evidence of learning. Chapter 2 also includes an overview of the Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS), linking evidence of teaching and learning to educator
effectiveness, The Widget Effect, legislative mandates, and implementing change in education.
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology including the research questions and
corresponding null hypotheses, population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and data
analysis. Chapter 4 is a report of the study findings including a review of research design, and
findings for each research question and corresponding null hypothesis. Chapter 5 is a summary
of the study findings, conclusions, and recommendations related to this study. The chapter
includes the summary of findings, recommendations for practice, and recommendations for
further research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This literature review examines the history of teacher evaluation, legislation that serves
as a framework to guide teacher evaluation in Tennessee, teacher effectiveness, and reviews
research related to the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).
Taylor and Tyler (2012) defined evaluation as a practice-based assessment that relies on
multiple highly structured classroom observations conducted by instructional coaches and
administrators. These highly structured observations should maintain a focus on opportunities for
growth, educator effectiveness, and accountability. Tucker and Stronge (2005) defined the
evaluation process by including student gains in learning through growth and achievement,
alongside observations of classroom instruction as a central part of the process.
History of Teacher Evaluation and Supervision
The evaluation of teaching to determine effectiveness has changed over time, possibly
due to the impact all educators have on students in their classrooms. Those involved in education
dating back to the 16th Century understood this principle and noted the impact teacher
effectiveness has on preparing children for their future (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011).
The supervision of teachers initially began by laymen, clergy, school wardens, trustees,
selectmen, and citizen committees to inspect and manage the hiring and firing of teachers (Burke
& Krey, 2005).
The 18th Century brought school inspectors together to examine school management
(Marzano et al., 2011). This period of supervision was based on the authoritative structure of
rules and maintaining standards. Supervisors entering schools were not so much focused on
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teacher and student effectiveness levels, but on directing and judging the condition of the school,
student discipline, and the process of teaching.
Dewey’s progressive ideas for student focused education were developed and
implemented during the 19th Century (Marzano et al., 2011). It was during this time that
Taylor’s model of scientific management began shaping a reform in educational evaluation
systems (Sahin, 2007). The booming industrial revolution inspired Taylor’s view of using
observation and measurement principles from the factory to increase production in public
schools (Sahin, 2007). Taylor wrote that just as factory foremen could observe and gather data to
increase efficiency in production, school administrators could do the same in classrooms to make
teachers and students more productive.
This assumption evolved to make teacher evaluations a formal process to review and rate
performance and effectiveness in the classroom. Findings from these evaluations, and other data
points, served as a framework to guide year-long professional development as a means of growth
(Sawchuk, 2015). Teacher evaluation systems are governed by state laws, but are designed and
operated at the district level.
The instructional leader must be committed to improving teacher practice. In order to
provide instructional growth, meaningful conversations about teaching must be grounded with a
clear definition or framework. The framework requires a gathering of evidence to support
indicators of effectiveness (Danielson, 2009). Evidence is intended to frame conversations
during the post conference grounded from actual events, actions, statements, artifacts, the
environment, planning, and instruction. Without gathering evidence from a framework, it is
possible that impressions of a teacher’s ability to meet or exceed expectations will be based
solely on the observer’s skill or bias.
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Instructional leaders (mentors, coaches, or administrators) can use the collection of
evidence for different purposes. Teacher mentors and instructional coaches could use the
evidence collected to structure professional conversations needed to improve practice.
Administrators may use evidence of meeting expectations during formal and informal
observations as the basis for decision making when offering a contract renewal or tenure status.
(Danielson, 2009). Regardless of whether the evaluator is a mentor, coach, or administrator,
observing teacher effectiveness should be grounded in a framework of growth. The primary
purpose of collecting evidence should be for how the instructional leader plans to use the
evidence to improve teacher practice that is focused on growth.
One principle source of collecting evidence is through direct classroom observation
(Danielson, 2009). Direct observation provides an opportunity to witness the teacher’s
interaction with students; it provides knowledge of how content is delivered to students. The
observer can move around the classroom to have conversations with students about what they are
learning. The observer can oversee student behavior and the teacher’s effectiveness at classroom
management. Observers see how the teacher uses grouping strategies to maximize student
learning and how the teacher motivates students. The observer can also gauge the
appropriateness of activities and materials used to support learning objectives (Danielson, 2011).
Another principle source of collecting evidence is through an examination of artifacts
(Danielson, 2009). Artifacts are aspects of teaching that cannot be observed while in the
classroom. The teacher presents the evaluator with a lesson plan following the observation,
which provides the instructional leader with evidence of the teacher’s skill in designing
meaningful instruction having sequence. The lesson plan also provides evidence to support the
teacher’s ability to gather appropriate instructional resources that maximize instruction.
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Examination of the lesson plan artifact may also demonstrate that the teacher meets or exceeds
expectations at developing assessments that measure learning objectives toward mastery of
standards.
Teacher Evaluation System in Tennessee
Tennessee was selected as one of five early adopter states by President Obama (2009)
with his Race to the Top educational reform. As part of this selection, which provided Tennessee
with a $500 million grant, Governor Bredesen signed the Tennessee First to the Top Act (FTTT).
The FTTT laid the foundation for broad-based educational reform across the state. The act
itemized six primary provisions to be implemented in order to be in compliance with the FTTT
(USDOE, 2012a).
Among other provisions, the Act: (1) mandated a comprehensive evaluation system for
teachers and principals based on multiple measures of effectiveness, including student
achievement indicators and annual observations of educator practice; (2) removed
restrictions on the use of value-added data for promotion, retention, tenure, and
compensation decisions; (3) enabled State intervention in the State’s lowest-achieving
schools; (4) authorized LEAs to adopt alternative salary schedules; (5) appropriated funds
to TDOE to support its pre-kindergarten through higher education (P-20) longitudinal
data system; and (6) aligned funding and policies with a statewide plan for higher
education established through the Complete College Act of 2010. (p. 3)
In order to meet the first provision of the FTTT in 2011, Tennessee incorporated a new
performance-based evaluation model. This model was known as the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) and included several indicators of teacher performance including
lesson planning, student work, assessment, expectations, managing student behavior,
environment, respectful culture, lesson standards and objectives, student motivation, lesson
structure and pacing, teacher questioning, teacher content knowledge, teacher knowledge of
students, the grouping and arrangement of students, academic feedback, activities and materials,
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student thinking, and student problem solving (Davis, 2014). See Appendix A for the TEAM
General Educator Rubrics for Planning, Environment, and Instruction.
The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM)
According to the Tennessee Department of Education (TNDOE, 2019a), the Tennessee
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) ensured that principals and teachers across the state
would work together to ensure the best instruction possible. The TEAM model called for
frequent observations, constructive feedback, examination of student data, and professional
development within schools. TEAM was designed with a purpose to help all educators do their
best work every day and ensure that every student has the opportunity to learn and grow.
The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) was adopted by the Tennessee
legislature in 2011 as part of the First to the Top Initiative (FTTT). The purpose of its
implementation was to satisfy a mandated component of FTTT that established a comprehensive
evaluation system for teachers and principals based on multiple measures of effectiveness. These
measures were intended to include student achievement indicators and annual observations of
educator practice (USDOE, 2012b).
The legislation called for a measure of quantitative data equaling 50% of the teacher and
principal evaluation to be comprised from a 35% measure of student growth. The student growth
measure was determined from data reported by the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System
(TVAAS). The remaining 15% measure would come from student achievement data collected
from the educator selecting one of the following indicators: State Assessments (TCAP), Overall
TVAAS, ACT/SAT Suite of Assessments, Off-the-Shelf Assessments, Early Postsecondary
Exams, Industry Certifications, or the Graduation Rate (TNDOE, 2018b). See Appendix B for
Achievement Measure Worksheet. Legislation called for the remaining 50% to be a qualitative
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data measurement of the evaluation score, which was determined from yearly evaluations. New
teachers having Apprentice Licensure in Tennessee received six observations during the school
year; experienced teachers with Professional Licensure received two observations during the
school year. Observations conducted for both educator licensure types were comprised of both
announced and unannounced. See Appendix C for TEAM Suggested Observation Pacing. The
approach used with this system of multiple measures of effectiveness weighed half of the score
from student testing data and the other half from observations, which positioned Tennessee as a
vanguard for its whole-systems approach to improving teacher effectiveness (Varlas, 2012). See
Appendix D for Calculating Tennessee Level of Effectiveness.
The National Institute for Excellence in Teaching (NIET) (2019) has a mission to ensure
“highly skilled, strongly motivated, and competitively compensated” (para. 1) teachers for all
students across the US. The National Institute for Excellence in Teaching (NIET, 2019) also
noted that, in order to raise student achievement levels for all students, districts must have the
ability to attract, develop, support, and retain educators. NIET focuses on the development of
comprehensive systems and tools to help school districts raise educator effectiveness and support
best practices.
NIET offers comprehensive reform through the TAP System for teacher and student
advancement. This educator effectiveness model has the goal of providing teachers with
powerful opportunities for career advancement, ongoing professional development, a fair
evaluation system, and performance based compensation. The National Institute for Excellence
in Teaching (NIET, 2019) has promoted the TAP System as a multi-faceted strategy to improve
the teaching profession.
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In 2011, Tennessee chose to partner with NIET to provide training for those in school
districts with the responsibility to evaluate teachers. These administrators and instructional
leaders participated in teacher evaluation certification training and demonstrated proficiency in
the TEAM observation process by successfully completing an online annual certification exam
(TNDOE, 2012). The online assessment was developed as having two parts. The first part of the
online assessment includes a lesson analysis of a teacher delivering instruction in the classroom
whereby the administrator or instructional leader taking the exam must score the lesson using the
performance indicators rubric. Teachers are scored for each indicator ranging from level 1 to
level 5. A score of 5 represents the highest score a teacher could earn; a score of 1 represents the
lowest score. These indicators help the observer identify an area of reinforcement and an area of
refinement. Specific scoring descriptors are:
1 – Significantly Below Expectations,
2 – Below Expectations,
3 – Meets Expectations,
4 – Above Expectations, and
5 – Significantly Above Expectations
See Appendix E for TEAM Performance Level Guide. Scores from the lesson analysis are
calculated by a comparison of the observer’s ratings against a benchmark rating for each
indicator. The benchmark rating is comprised of an average of three expert raters’ scores. Figure
1 shows a sample Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) rubric with the indicators
scored in each component.
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Component: Instruction
1. Standards and Objectives
2. Motivating Students
3. Presenting Instructional Content
4. Lesson Structure and Pacing
5. Activities and Materials
6. Questioning
7. Academic Feedback
8. Grouping Students
9. Teacher Content Knowledge
10. Teacher Knowledge of Students
11. Thinking
12. Problem Solving

Component: Environment
1. Expectations
2. Managing Student Behavior
3. Environment
4. Respectful Culture
Component: Planning
1. Instructional Plans
2. Student Work
3. Assessment
Component: Professionalism
1. Professional Growth & Learning
2. Use of Data
3. School & Community Involvement
4. Leadership

Figure 1. Components of TEAM Evaluation Rubric. Adapted from the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model Evaluator Handbook (TEAM, 2018, p. 6).
The second part of the online assessment has been developed as a conference plan. The
administrator or instructional leader answers a series of questions about the post conference or
evaluation process. This portion of the exam consists of eight multiple choice questions requiring
that the administrator or instruction leader answer at least six correctly to pass. Once the
administrator or instructional leader has passed the TEAM (2018) comprehensive exam, he or
she is a certified TEAM Evaluator in the State of Tennessee.
Research Findings for TEAM
Since the inception of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) in 2011,
several research studies have been conducted in school districts. Researchers have examined
TEAM implementation in public schools both urban and rural; they have explored perceptions of
principals and teachers. Researchers have also examined how the observation score relates to the
student data score. Now in its 8th year of implementation, TEAM appears to be used in a majority
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of districts across the state. According to the Tennessee Department of Education (TNDOE,
2019a), it appears that educators have had an influence over its refinement. Perhaps the body of
research knowledge expanded from these research studies has contributed to this refinement.
Bryant (2013) examined the perceptions of school principals regarding TEAM. She found
that school principals held positive perceptions of the impact TEAM evaluations had on effective
professional growth for teachers. The principal’s experience was not significant in his or her
perceived ability to adequately implement TEAM observations. Bryant also found that principals
perceived many positive values associated with TEAM including student achievement increases,
professional development guidance, instructional leadership support, and enhanced
communication among teachers.
Bogart (2013) examined perceptions of teacher evaluation and classroom practice in
northeast Tennessee. He found no significant difference in teacher perceptions of TEAM when
compared to the previous evaluation model used in Tennessee; however, he found an important
difference in the teachers’ perceptions of planning processes under the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) and the previous evaluation model. Teachers perceived that TEAM
required a more detailed process. Bogart also found that teachers perceived significant
differences in the instructional strategies used in planning lessons with TEAM. In addition,
teachers perceived a noteworthy difference in the time required to plan lessons with TEAM
versus the previous evaluation model; teachers perceived the time spent on planning lessons
increased by more than 10 minutes when using TEAM.
Davis (2014) examined the relationship between the growth score and the overall TEAM
observation rating for teachers in Tennessee. His findings revealed a weak positive relationship
between the teacher growth score or Level of Effectiveness (LOE) and the teacher’s overall
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Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) observation score. Davis found statistical
significance for those teachers holding professional teaching licenses in that they earned higher
evaluation scores than teachers who held apprentice teaching licenses. In addition, Davis found
that administrators with 11 or more years of experience tended to give higher observation scores
to teachers. The findings from Davis’s (2014) study supported findings from the Tennessee
Department of Education (TNDOE, 2012) regarding the need to complete in depth training with
both teachers and evaluators in relation to accuracy when using the Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) rubrics and evaluations.
Hughes (2017) investigated the implementation of the TEAM evaluation framework in an
urban school district. Hughes sought to determine teachers’ perceptions in regard to the
implementation of the TEAM evaluation framework and its impact on teacher practices. Results
indicated a statistically significant difference in the implementation of the TEAM framework
based on selected demographics including the use of the rubric, teacher differentiation, student
achievement, and improving their craft. Findings from the study also suggested that teachers’
perceptions were affected by the implementation of the TEAM evaluation framework.
Morris (2017) compared the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) and the
Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) model regarding measures
of teacher effectiveness. The purpose of the Morris (2017) study was to compare measures of
teacher effectiveness between two Tennessee teacher evaluation models. The measures of
teacher effectiveness used in the study were final observation scores and individual value-added
growth (TVAAS) scores. Findings from the data indicated that teachers who were evaluated
using the TIGER model had statistically higher TVAAS scores. Findings also revealed that final
observation scores were higher with the TIGER model than when compared to TEAM teachers.
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Results showed a significant positive relationship between observation scores and TVAAS
scores for both TEAM and TIGER teachers. Finally, the findings indicated a stronger
relationship among the TIGER teachers than the TEAM teachers.
Harrell (2018) sought to determine the perceptions of Pre-K through 8th grade Tennessee
teachers regarding the influence of Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations
on classroom instructional strategies, teacher planning, professional development, and teacher
effectiveness. Harrell found there was no significant difference in the instructional strategies or
teacher planning dimensions of the TEAM Teacher Survey in relation to years of experience or
degree level. Respondents’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness were not significant in relation to
degree level but they were significant in relation to years of experience. Additionally, the
professional development dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey was not significant in
relation to degree level but was significant in relation to years of experience.
Teacher Effectiveness and Evidence of Learning
Evidence of teaching can be observed through a framework of indicators that provide a
description of student achievement and provide evidence of learning (Danielson, 2009). As a
result, instead of looking at only the evidence of a teacher’s skill in practice, direct evidence
must also be provided to examine the results of student learning; the evidence is commonly
collected through data generated from state-mandated standardized tests.
Many regard standardized tests as evidence of teacher effectiveness. The evidence
provided by student growth score results has fashioned a national movement for federal, state,
and local policy makers to evaluate, promote, compensate, and dismiss teachers (Corcoran,
2010). These standardized testing data have redefined teacher effectiveness from student
achievement.
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High-stakes accountability for educational effectiveness – measured through student
testing – has increased transparency in demonstrated growth and achievement. Quality classroom
instruction provides input data because of interactions among teachers and students; linking
individual student achievement data to classroom teacher effectiveness was inevitable (Corcoran,
2010). The evolution of data systems and processing capacity has made the comparison of
teacher input and student output possible.
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS)
Value-added assessment, a statistical procedure to examine test data, is a method
researchers have developed to identify effective and ineffective teachers and schools (Doran &
Fleischman, 2005). The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) uses student test
data from the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) and End-of-Course
(EOC) exams. Yearly TCAP tests during elementary school measure student achievement in
math, science, language arts, and social studies. EOC testing during the secondary years
measures student achievement in language arts, history, math, and science (TNDOE, 2018c).
TVAAS measures student growth by comparing year after year of performance,
regardless of whether proficiency was attained on an assessment. The TVAAS score quantifies
student performance as it compares to that of his or her peers on past assessments (TNDOE,
2018c). The scores are compared throughout each county across the state. For the student’s
scores to count as part of the individual teacher effect score, the student must have been present
in class for 150 or more days of the school year. The ultimate goal of the measure is to determine
how well the teacher performed with regard to improving student achievement in the class and
how the performance compares with that of other teachers (Doran & Fleischman, 2005).
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Linking Evidence of Teaching and Learning to Educator Effectiveness
Political leaders have strongly endorsed linking teacher evaluation to student test scores
as a way to measure educator effectiveness. President Obama (2009) proposed Race to the Top
(RTTT), a competitive grant program, to provide nationwide educational reform (Corcoran,
2010). Obama (2009) stated, “Success should be judged by results, and data is a powerful tool...
That’s why any state that makes it unlawful to link student progress to teacher evaluations will
have to change its ways” (para. 15).
The primary purpose of the RTTT initiative was for states to advance reform movements
around four specific areas (McQuinn, 2011). The first area was for states to adopt standards and
assessments for student success post-secondary in a global economy. The second area was to
build data systems that measured student growth and success; teachers and principals were
challenged to use the data systems to improve instruction. The third area was recruiting,
developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, particularly where they
were most needed. The fourth area focused on turning around the lowest achieving schools and
districts in the nation (USDOE, 2016).
Race to the Top (RTTT) narrowly defined highly effective teachers as those whose
students achieved high rates of growth, as determined by a change in test scores between two or
more points in time (USDOE, 2010). Applicants qualify for RTTT by scoring points based on
several criteria that link teacher evaluations and student testing performance USDOE (2009a).


Measure individual student growth;



Implement evaluation systems that use student growth as a significant factor in
evaluating teachers and principals;



Include student growth in annual evaluations;

34



Use these evaluations to inform professional support, compensation, promotion,
retention, tenure, and dismissal;



Link student growth to in-state teacher preparation and credentialing programs,
for public reporting purposes and the expansion of effective programs;



Incorporate data on student growth into professional development, coaching, and
planning.

Allen et al. (2013) examined observations of effective instruction in secondary school
classrooms and the relationship to student achievement. The purpose of the study was to predict
student achievement based on assessing observations in the classroom. The researchers used a
classroom assessment scoring system to conduct observations of teachers and students. Results
of the study indicated a positive relationship between the observation of classroom instruction
and levels of student achievement on the end of course test. Results of the study also suggested
there was no significant difference between the observation scores and student achievement
scores across content areas. The findings applied to students across all grade levels, which led
the researchers to conclude that effective teaching was not determined by grade level or content
area of instruction (Allen et al., 2013).
Jones, Allen, and Masters (2017) conducted research to determine if a teacher’s
Professional Growth and Effectiveness System (PGES) rating was an indicator of student
achievement. The study included teachers in grades 9-12 in English 10, Biology, US History, and
Algebra 2. It was used to examine observation scores in relation to student achievement scores
(Jones et al., 2017). Results indicated a moderate positive association between the observation
score and the student achievement score. Researchers concluded that quality feedback during the
post-conference and an alignment of professional learning based on the Professional Growth and
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Effectiveness System (PGES) rating could lead to better end of course student achievement
performance.
Linking instructional style with student learning style and ensuring that all instruction is
rigorous should affect student achievement gaps among all student subgroups. To address the
federal and state mandates to increase this student achievement, Medlock (2017) studied whether
or not teacher evaluation ratings could be a predictor. The study examined 8th grade end of
course student achievement data with teacher evaluation ratings in North Carolina. Results of the
study indicated that teacher evaluation ratings were not a sole indicator of student achievement
on end of course testing. The researcher found that evaluation systems were an effective method
to enhance and build instructional capacity but were not an indicator of student achievement.
The Widget Effect
Annual teacher observations are viewed by many as the missing link in determining
teacher effectiveness. Inadequate and inconsistent teacher evaluations have been blamed for
producing a widget effect (Marzano & Toth, 2013). As a result, administrators were not truly
recognizing instructional effectiveness during the school year. Teachers were then being
rewarded for just average instructional performance in classrooms.
In 2009, The New Teacher Project found a perceived failure to recognize and respond to
variations in teacher effectiveness. Those in the project wanted to address questions of how
teacher evaluation systems were implemented, why poor instruction was not addressed, and the
failure of school districts to dismiss teachers because of poor performance. Project participants
noted that teacher effectiveness was the most important variable for improving student
achievement (Marzano & Toth, 2013). They further asserted that effectiveness was not
measured, recorded, or used to inform decision making. Ultimately, they found that there was a

36

failure of teacher evaluation systems to provide credible appraisals about individual teachers’
instructional performance. This ideology led them to diagnose a phenomenon called The Widget
Effect.
Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009) examined The Widget Effect across 12
districts in four states. The study had the benefit of gaining input from more than 80 local and
state education officials, teachers’ union leaders, policymakers, and advocates who participated
in advisory panels. The findings were characterized by an indifference to variations in teacher
performance and effectiveness.
Weisberg et al. (2009) found that all teachers were generally rated as being good or great;
in districts that used evaluation ratings of satisfactory vs. unsatisfactory, more than 99% of
teachers received the satisfactory rating. The researchers also found that in districts using a
broader range of rating options 94% of teachers received one of the top two ratings and less than
1% were rated unsatisfactory. They noted that when the majority of teachers were rated as good
or great, teachers with truly high effectiveness were unidentified. The researchers found that
59% of teachers and 63% of administrators said their districts were not doing enough to identify,
compensate, promote, and retain the most effective teachers.
Weisberg et al. (2009) found that districts failing to properly assess instructional
effectiveness also failed to identify the specific needs of their teachers. These districts failed to
provide their educators with adequate professional development, which prevented teachers from
receiving the information needed to close gaps in their instruction. The researchers found that
73% of teachers surveyed said their most recent evaluation did not identify any development
areas. The data also revealed that only 45% of teachers with identified refinement areas said they
received useful support to improve.
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Findings from the Weisberg et al. (2009) study revealed that inattention to teacher
performance and growth went back to the teacher’s first days in the classroom. It has been
argued that teachers are generally the least effective during their beginning years in the
classroom. However, findings showed that 66% of beginning teachers had ratings greater than
satisfactory on evaluations. It should be noted that 41% of administrators reported having never
non-renewed a probationary teacher because of performance concerns. Despite these findings,
teachers and administrators both recognized ineffective teaching in their schools; 81% of
administrators and 57% of teachers reported that there were tenured teachers in their school
performing poorly, which resulted in low teacher effectiveness. Additionally, 43% of teachers
said there was a tenured teacher in their school who should be dismissed for poor performance.
However, half of the districts participating in the study revealed that no tenured teachers had
been dismissed for poor performance during the time of the study.
Varlas (2009) suggested that, to reverse The Widget Effect, better evaluation systems
were needed to help teachers grow and improve instructional quality. It was suggested that states
should adopt and implement a performance evaluation system that could differentiate teachers
based on their level of effectiveness at meeting indicators and promoting student achievement.
Local districts should train administrators and other evaluators in the performance evaluation
system and hold them accountable for using it as designed. School and district administrators
have been encouraged to use performance evaluation systems to assist with functions pertaining
to teacher assignment, professional development, retention, and dismissal.
Legislative Mandates
Educators in the US have experienced major reform efforts since the implementation of
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Reform initiatives at the federal, state, and local levels
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have begun to close two types of achievement gaps and provide a better future for all Americans
(Zhao, 2009). The first gap targeted was among different subgroups of the population. The
second gap was between the performance of students in the US and students around the world.
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)
President George W. Bush was inaugurated in 2001 with an administration making
education its top domestic priority. Bush sent a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) to Congress in January of 2001 to initiate major reform. In the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 proposal, he noted that over two-thirds of low-income and minority 4th
grade students were unable to read at a basic level (Brown, 2002). He said the federal
government was partially at fault for tolerating these results and made note of the achievement
gap between rich and poor as well as other subgroups as being historically significant and
continuing to grow.
The focus of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Education Network, 2003) was
to help low performing schools around the country improve academic achievement in grades 312 for all students. Students in these grades would have standardized testing in reading and
mathematics with the 2013-2014 school year as the deadline to have every student achieving at a
proficient level in reading and math. The level of proficiency would be determined by each state
(Fege & Smith, 2002). In order to achieve this objective, the act was written to focus on several
elements.


Develop state standards



Assessment systems



Accountability measures



“Highly qualified” teachers
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Principals and paraprofessionals



Rewards for schools that met or exceeded academic expectations



Identification of schools that fell behind in progress toward state standards



Funding for schools that needed special assistance to meet NCLB requirements



Parental and community involvement



Parental choice



Supplemental services

There was no mandate regarding teacher evaluation under NCLB (Public Education
Network, 2003). The importance placed on “highly qualified” emphasized teacher effectiveness
as a result of content mastery as a priority (Grissom, Nicholson-Crotty, & Harrington, 2014).
However, teachers deemed “highly qualified” did not necessarily help close the achievement gap
and, in many cases, it was found that “highly qualified” teachers lacked the teacher preparation
necessary to be effective in the classroom. Most thought the “highly qualified” status would
promote teacher effectiveness, but the status did not define teacher quality as performance versus
meeting required qualifications (Darling-Hammond, 2006).
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA)
President Obama (2009) signed the most recent reauthorization of ESEA, the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), into law with an unprecedented level of
funding for K-12 education. The purpose of the program called for an historic opportunity to
save jobs, support states and local districts, and to advance reforms and create lasting results for
students across the US (Webber et al., 2014). As part of the legislation, $70.6 billion in funding
was presented to K-12 public schools. Of the total dollar amount, $6.8 billion was awarded
through three grant opportunities: State Fiscal Stabilization Fund (SFSF) formula grants, Race to
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the Top (RTTT) discretionary grants, and additional funding for the School Improvement Grant
(SIG).
Of the three recovery act grants provided under the ARRA, Race to the Top (RTTT)
received $4.35 billion, which was to assist public K-12 education reforms (USDOE, 2009b).
States approved for a recovery act grant were required to commit to accountability measures
based on four assurances: a requirement to adopt rigorous college-ready and career-ready
standards and high-quality assessments, establish data systems and use data to improve
performance, increase teacher effectiveness and the equitable distribution of effective teachers,
and turn around the lowest performing schools (Webber et al., 2014).
One premise of receiving the RTTT grant money was that states were held to determining
teacher effectiveness by linking teacher evaluations with student performance data. States were
directed to have no regulations or legislation preventing the use of these data in determining the
teacher effectiveness rating (USDOE, 2009b). The act required the states receiving the grants to
make progress toward improving the preparation of new educators and the adoption of an
educator evaluation system. The ultimate goal in the development of this evaluation system was
to promote the recruitment, retention, and distribution of those educators who were determined
to be effective (Webber et al., 2014).
The selection criteria for awarding grant money for RTTT was based on a 500-point
system in phase 1 and again in phase 2. Awarding of funds was based on plans each state
developed to address 6 criteria: A) State Success Factors (125 points); B) Standards and
Assessments (70 points); C) Data Systems to Support Instruction (47 points); D) Great Teachers
and Leaders (138 points); E) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools (50 points); and F)
General Selection Criteria (55 points) (USDOE, 2009b, p. 3). Of the 500 points possible on the
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application, 138 points came from criteria D (Great Teachers and Leaders), which divided the
points allocated into 5 categories (USDOE, 2009b).
(D) (1)
(D) (2)
(D) (3)
(D) (4)

Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals (21 points)
Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance (58 points)
Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals (25 points)
Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs (14
points)
(D) (5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals (20 points) (p. 3)
In 2010, the federal government reported that Tennessee would receive $501 million in
funds as part of the Race to the Top Initiative. The US Secretary of Education Duncan (2010)
announced that Tennessee led a statewide buy-in for comprehensive plans to reform schools
across the state. Duncan provided evidence of new laws enacted in the legislature to support such
policies. Through the creation of new laws and policies it was demonstrated that Tennessee
educators had the courage, capacity, and commitment to turn their ideas into practice to improve
student outcomes (USDOE, 2010).
Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA)
President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA, 2015) as a
national education law. It was a reauthorization of the original effort to demonstrate and commit
to an equal opportunity for all students under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. Different from any other reauthorizations, the ESSA shifted much authority in education
from the federal government back to states and local education agencies (Sharp, 2016).
Several mandates were set forth in the ESSA (2015) legislation.


Ensure that each state would meet high college and career standards



Maintain accountability through directing resources toward schools that required
improvement



Allow states and local education agencies to use evidenced based interventions
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Encourage states to preserve annual assessments as an informing mechanism



Increase access to quality preschool programs for more children

The legislation mandated that annual testing be administered in reading and math for grades 3-8
and that science would be assessed once during elementary, middle, and high school. The
legislation further called for high school students to receive a nationally recognized assessment
such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) (ESSA, 2015).
Under the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA, 2015), states were also granted the
ability to implement alternative assessments to gauge student achievement. States report the
following accountability measures annually: high school graduation rates, student performance
on assessments, proficiency on annual assessments, student growth on annual assessments, and
one additional indicator of school quality or student success. Every state and local agency is
required to submit an annual report card that is publicly available (Sharp, 2016).
Implementing Change in Education
Meaningful change in an organization’s culture is facilitated through the involvement of
its members in planning and implementing the desired change (Leech & Fulton, 2008). Members
of the school community must be prepared to work collaboratively in educating all students
effectively. The principal plays a significant role in creating an effective school amidst any
change (Leech & Fulton, 2008). Fullan (2007) stated that all major research on innovation and
school effectiveness has shown that the principal strongly influences the likelihood of change.
So, it can be assumed that the principal additionally affects the willingness of teachers to
participate in change and their attitude in participation. This ultimately is only going to occur
when the principal is not only willing to initiate the change process, but can enlist support from
all stakeholders.
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A participative role in democratic leadership allows for members of the school to take
part in the decision-making process (Cherry, 2018). Every member of a school should be given
the same opportunity to participate in open discussion, exchanging of ideas, and the
identification of solutions. Moreover, strong democratic leaders inspire trust among followers by
being sincere and basing their decisions on strong morals and values. Cherry posited this process
allows group members to feel involved in the change process and makes them care more about
the end results. With this in mind, it seems logical that higher productivity among the
participative group members should increase the chances for change to occur more seamlessly.
Ways to involve teachers in shared decision making begins with teacher empowerment.
With the creation and process of teacher empowerment, teachers are expected to receive
authority to influence decision making about significant matters in the school (Lin, 2014).
Schools should encourage teachers to participate in school activities outside their individual
classroom. Ways of encouraging teachers to become involved in such activities begin with
appointment to important groups such as textbook committees, curriculum development, learning
assessment, student placement, personnel staffing, and professional development (Feir, 1985).
Involvement in these activities gives teachers a sense of belonging to the overall direction of the
school and lead to a voice in the overall change process.
Demands associated with the modern principalship are nearly impossible to meet alone.
Principals are expected to be visionaries beyond just instructional leaders (Danielson, 2007).
Change is now more than ever imposed from the standpoint of accountability requirements set by
the district, state, and federal government. Principals acting alone simply cannot devote adequate
time and energy to the overall mission and vision of the school. Therefore, a principal must
cultivate leaders among the teachers in the school (Danielson, 2007).
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The formal leaders in the school emerge to fill such roles as department chair, mentor
teacher, instructional coach, and teacher leaders for professional development (Donaldson,
2006). These leaders typically have high motivation and earn their positions among the
leadership team by being appointed or selected by others in the school. It is typical that training
will be provided to them from a member of the administrative team (Danielson, 2007). The
formal leaders are typically involved with mentoring new teachers, aligning curriculum
integration, identifying best practices with struggling teachers, and providing quality professional
development. They are usually experienced educators who have been identified as successful and
are well-respected.
The informal leaders emerge spontaneously from teacher ranks to take on change in the
form of perceived problems with newly initiated policy or to institute content specific programs.
These informal leaders have no formal authority; their influence stems from the respect they
have earned from their colleagues through expertise and practice (Danielson, 2007). Fullan
(2007) identified the informal leaders as those who mobilize people’s commitments to putting
their energy into actions designed for improvement.
The administrator must accept that all teachers in the school have the capacity to become
leaders. Teachers remain in schools much longer than administrators, thus leading to the
opportunity for a more lasting impact. Teachers often hold the institutional memory; they are the
custodians of the school culture. School districts wanting to carry out long range projects with
change must cultivate their teacher leaders (Danielson, 2007). Administrators have an obligation
to provide formal leadership roles in the school. They should offer representation by all
disciplines in the school to have positions of leadership and involvement in the change process.
In addition, administrators must be aware of the contributions informal leaders provide to the
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overall vision and mission of the school. These leaders participate in the implementation of
change and should have an adequate role and voice in its transition into the classroom.
Chapter Summary
Determining educator effectiveness is grounded with a preponderance of evidence for
teacher input from instruction and student output regarding student growth and achievement.
Regarding teacher observations, the sole purpose should maintain a focus on opportunities of
growth for the teacher. The review of literature for this study provided a synthesis of historical
inputs to ensure certified observers are providing this opportunity to classroom teachers.
Specifically, Chapter 2 provides a review of research literature in the areas of teacher
evaluation and supervision, teacher effectiveness and evidence of teaching, the teacher
evaluation system in Tennessee, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), research
findings for TEAM, teacher effectiveness and evidence of learning, the Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS), linking evidence of teaching and learning to educator
effectiveness, The Widget Effect, legislative mandates, and implementing change in education.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the relationship between the
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) growth score and the overall Tennessee
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) observation rating for individual teachers in grades 3-12
in the participating public school district. In addition to investigating the relationship between the
TVAAS growth score, and the TEAM observation rating, significant differences between
principal and teacher demographic variables were examined. The demographic variables
identified to investigate as significant differences to the TVAAS growth score and the TEAM
observation rating in the study included gender (male or female), teacher licensure (practitioner
or professional), grade level taught (elementary or secondary), and years of experience as an
TEAM Certified Observer (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years). This chapter provides an overall
description of the research design, population sample, procedure for data collection, research
questions and corresponding null hypotheses, procedures for data analysis, and a chapter
summary.
Research Questions and Null Hypotheses
The eight research questions and corresponding null hypotheses were analyzed using a
nonexperimental quantitative research design.
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and overall TEAM
observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho1:

There is no significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and overall
TEAM observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public
school district.
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RQ2: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between male and
female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho2:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between
male and female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

RQ3: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers holding
practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district?
Ho3:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades
3-12 in the participating public school district.

RQ4: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in
the participating public school district?
Ho4:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between
teachers holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

RQ5: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary and
secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho5:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

RQ6: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
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Ho6:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between
elementary and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public
school district.

RQ7: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho7:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by
TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years)
for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

RQ8: Is there a significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho8:

There is no significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared
by TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8
years) for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.
Population and Sample

The population involved in this study consisted of teachers and instructional leaders in
the participating public school district. Teachers in grades 3-12 were selected for the study based
on having effect data from courses in which they are the teacher of record. Instructional leaders
are those responsible for conducting annual observations of instruction in classrooms and include
principals, assistant principals, central office supervisors, and instructional coaches. The teacher
evaluation data used were collected during the 2017-2018 school year. Student growth data used
were generated from state testing during the 2017-2018 school year.
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The participating public school district is comprised of 16 schools. The Director of
Schools has expressed a vision for all students in the district to have equitable access to high
quality programs of instruction and support. The participating public school district’s mission is
to provide educational experiences through which every student will be prepared for his or her
next steps in education and life. The average per pupil expenditure is $9,071.11 (TNDOE,
2019c).
The school district serves 8,357 students in grades pre-K-12 with 531 full time teachers,
88 additional part-time teachers and staff, and 37 administrators. The State of Tennessee Report
Card for the academic year 2017-2018 identifies several performance indicators for the district.
The overall student growth score for this district is level 4; English Language Arts is level 5;
Mathematics is level 5; Science is level 1, and Social Studies is level 5. The graduation rate for
the district is 92.8% and the ACT composite score is 20.6 (TNDOE, 2019c). Table 1 shows the
participant demographics for each variable in the study.
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Table 1.
Participant Demographics by Variable
Participants

Number

Male

41

Female

148

Principal

103

Assistant Principal

83

Assistant Director of Schools

1

Instructional Coach

2

Practitioner

16

Professional

173

Elementary

142

Gender

Observations Completed and
Role of TEAM Certified Observer

189

189

Teacher Licensure

189

Grade Level Taught

Years Experience as TEAM Certified
Observer

Total

189
Secondary

47

0-1 Year

62

2-4 Years

43

5-8 Years

84

189

Instrumentation
The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) is a yearly student growth
model, which is not dependent that a student scores at the level of proficiency on his or her state
assessment (TNDOE, 2019a). The calculation of a TVAAS score analyzes a student’s
performance compared with the performance of his or her peers who have performed similarly
on past assessments. TVAAS data are generated from student’s scores on the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program in math, science, language arts, and social studies for
students in grades 3-8. TVAAS data are generated from student scores on the End of Course
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Assessment in English I and II, Biology, US History, Algebra I and II, and Geometry for
students in grades 9-12. The Tennessee Department of Education has acknowledged that
TVAAS measures growth, not proficiency, as determined by achievement; low-achieving
students can show growth leading to positive teacher scores, just as high-achieving students can
show growth leading to positive teacher scores.
All students are assigned a teacher of record for purposes of accountability. A teacher’s
growth score generated from TVAAS is a measure of all assigned students’ growth during one
year’s testing cycle (Davis, 2014). Each teacher receives a growth rating of 1-5 depending on the
percentage of his or her students demonstrating at least one year’s worth of growth. If the
teacher’s students receive one year’s worth of growth, the teacher has met the standard and
receives a score of 3. A TVAAS growth score below 3 indicates the teacher effectiveness is
below the standard; a growth score above 3 indicates the teacher exceeded the standard.
Yearly TEAM observations for teachers in the participating public school district are
performed by central office supervisors, principals, assistant principals, instructional coaches, or
anyone certified as a TEAM observer and assigned by the Director of Schools. Decisions
regarding how observers are matched with teachers are made by the Director of Schools,
Assistant Directors, Supervisors, and Principals. In some cases, more than one observer
contributed to the TEAM overall observation rating.
Data Collection
Permission to conduct research for this study was approved by the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) of East Tennessee State University prior to the acquisition of data. The participating
public school district’s Director of Schools granted permission to use the district-wide teacher
and student data for the purpose of this research. Teacher observation scores and teacher growth
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scores released from the Tennessee Department of Education were data retrieved for this study.
A data clerk from the central office of the participating public school district removed identifying
information and coded the employee names, schools, and corresponding instructional leaders to
ensure privacy and confidentiality of all participants in the study. The central office data clerk
assembled all district-wide data into a spreadsheet that was provided to the researcher.
Data Analysis
Data analyzed in this study were generated from the Tennessee Department of Education
and the participating public school district. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
Version 22.0 software was used for all data analysis procedures in this study. The data outputs
from SPSS were used to determine relationships and statistical significances.
Each research question had a corresponding null hypothesis. Research Question 1 was
analyzed using a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The purpose was to
examine the relationship between TVAAS Growth Scores and overall TEAM observation
ratings. Research Question 2 was analyzed using a paired t-test to examine the difference in
overall TEAM observation ratings between male and female teachers. Research Questions 3
through 6 were analyzed using a series of independent t-tests. The independent t-tests were used
to assess hypotheses involving the differences between two means in determining statistical
significance. Research Questions 7 and 8 were analyzed using one-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) tests to assess the relationship among one or more factors (years of experience as a
TEAM Certified Observer) with TVAAS Growth Scores and overall TEAM observation ratings.
All data in the study were analyzed using a.05 level of significance.
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Chapter Summary
Chapter 3 provided an overall description of the research methodology used in this study.
Included in this chapter are the research questions and corresponding null hypotheses,
population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and data analysis used in this study.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) growth score, and the overall Tennessee Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM) observation rating for individual teachers in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district. In addition to investigating the relationship between the
TVAAS growth score and the TEAM observation rating, differences between principal and
teacher demographic variables were examined. There were 189 participants in the study. The
demographic variables identified to investigate as statistically significant differences to the
TVAAS growth score and the TEAM observation rating in the study were gender (male or
female), teacher licensure (practitioner or professional), grade level taught (elementary or
secondary), and years of experience as a TEAM Certified Observer (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8
years).
Findings for the Research Questions
Data are presented in this chapter and analyzed to address the eight research questions
and test the eight corresponding null hypotheses. All data findings were analyzed using the SPSS
Software Package.
Research Question 1
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and overall TEAM
observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
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Ho1:

There is no significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and overall
TEAM observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public
school district.

A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to test the relationship between the
TVAAS growth scores and the TEAM observation ratings given to 188 teachers in grades 3-12.
Results of the correlational analysis between TVAAS growth scores (M = 3.271, SD = 1.438)
and TEAM observation ratings (M = 4.039, SD = .5246) revealed no statistically significant
correlation [r(188) = .002, p = .981]. As a result of the analysis, the null hypothesis was retained.
There is no statistically significant correlation between the TVAAS growth scores and the
TEAM observation ratings in the participating school district in grades 3-12. Results suggest that
high TEAM observation scores are not necessarily associated with high TVAAS growth scores.
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics, and Figure 2 shows the simple scatter plot.

Table 2.
2018 TVAAS Growth Scores and 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

2018 TVAAS Growth Score

3.2713

1.43889

188

2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating

4.0394

.52466

189
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Figure 2. 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by 2018 TVAAS Growth Score

Research Question 2
RQ2: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between male and
female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho2:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between
male and female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference by gender (male or female) in the TEAM observation ratings for teachers in grades 312 in the participating public school district. The test variable was the TEAM observation
ratings. The grouping variable was gender. The t-Test revealed no significant differences, t(187)
= .317, p = .751. Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained. Equal variance is assumed as
Levene’s Test is >.05, so the equal variances column with a significance of .751 is used. There
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was no significant difference between male (N = 41, M = 4.06, SD = .542) and female (N = 148,
M = 4.03, SD = .521) teachers in 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Ratings for those in grades 312 in the participating public school district. Results suggest there is not a significant difference
in TEAM observation scores between males and females. Table 3 shows the group statistics, and
Figure 3 shows the simple boxplot.

Table 3.
2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Gender
Gender

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Male

41

4.0624

.54291

.08479

Female

148

4.0330

.52120

.04284

Figure 3. 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Gender
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Research Question 3
RQ3: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers holding
practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district?
Ho3:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades
3-12 in the participating public school district.

An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference by type of teaching license (practitioner or professional) in the TVAAS growth scores
for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district. The test variable was the
TVAAS growth scores. The grouping variable was type of teaching license. The t-Test revealed
no significant differences, t(186) = .788, p = .432. Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.
Equal variance is assumed as Levene’s Test is >.05, so the equal variances column with a
significance of .432 is used. There was no significant difference between the practitioner (N =
16, M = 3.00, SD = 1.50) and professional (N = 172, M = 3.29, SD = 1.43) license in 2018
TVAAS Growth Scores for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.
Results suggest that there is not a significant difference in student growth scores between
teachers who hold practitioner licenses and teachers who hold professional licenses. Table 4
shows the group statistics, and Figure 4 shows the simple boxplot.
Table 4.
2018 TVAAS Growth Scores by Type of Teacher License
Type of Teacher License

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Practitioner

16

3.0000

1.50555

.37639

Professional

172

3.2965

1.43449

.10938
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Figure 4. 2018 TVAAS Growth Score by Type of Teacher License

Research Question 4
RQ4: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in
the participating public school district?
Ho4:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between
teachers holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference by type of teaching license (practitioner or professional) in the overall TEAM
observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district. The test
variable was the TEAM observation ratings. The grouping variable was type of teaching license.
The t-Test revealed no significant differences, t(187) = .936, p = .351. Therefore, the null
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hypothesis was retained. Equal variance is assumed as Levene’s Test is >.05, so the equal
variances column with a significance of .351 is used. There was no significant difference
between practitioner (N = 16, M = 3.92, SD = .507) and professional (N = 173, M = 4.05, SD =
.526) licenses in 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Ratings for those in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district. Results suggest that there is not a significant difference in
TEAM observation ratings between teachers who hold practitioner license and teachers who hold
professional licenses. Table 5 shows the group statistics, and Figure 5 shows the simple boxplot.
Table 5.
2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Type of Teacher License
Type of Teacher License

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Practitioner

16

3.9219

.50774

.12694

Professional

173

4.0502

.52630

.04001

Figure 5. 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Type of Teacher License
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Research Question 5
RQ5: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary and
secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho5:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference by grade level taught (elementary or secondary) in the TVAAS growth scores for
teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district. The test variable was the
TVAAS growth scores. The grouping variable was grade level taught. The t-Test revealed
significant differences, t(186) = 4.52, p < .001. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Equal variance is assumed as Levene’s Test is >.05, so the equal variances column with a
significance of < .001 is used. There was a significant difference between elementary (N = 142,
M = 3.01, SD = 1.33) and secondary (N = 46, M = 4.06, SD = 1.48) teachers in 2018 TVAAS
Growth Scores for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district; elementary
scores were significantly lower than secondary growth scores. Results suggest that students in
secondary classrooms showed significantly more growth from testing than students in
elementary classrooms. Table 6 shows the group statistics, and Figure 6 shows the simple
boxplot.

Table 6.
2018 TVAAS Growth Scores by Grade Level Taught
Grade Level Taught

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Elementary

142

3.0141

1.33148

.11174

Secondary

46

4.0652

1.48177

.21848
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Figure 6. 2018 TVAAS Growth Score by Grade Level Taught

Research Question 6
RQ6: Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho6:

There is no significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between
elementary and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public
school district.

An Independent Samples t-test was conducted to determine if there is a significant
difference by grade level taught (elementary or secondary) in the overall TEAM observation
ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district. The test variable
was the TEAM observation ratings. The grouping variable was grade level taught. The t-Test
revealed no significant differences, t(187) = .173, p = .863. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained. Equal variance is assumed as Levene’s Test is > .05, so the equal variances column
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with a significance of .863 is used. There was no significant difference between elementary (N =
142, M = 4.03, SD = .528) and secondary (N = 47, M = 4.05, SD = .517) teachers in 2018 TEAM
Overall Observation Ratings for those in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.
Results suggest that there is not a significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings
between elementary and secondary teachers. Table 7 shows the group statistics, and Figure 7
shows the simple boxplot.
Table 7.
2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Grade Level Taught
Grade Level Taught

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Elementary

142

4.0356

.52892

.04439

Secondary

47

4.0509

.51704

.07542

Figure 7. 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by Grade Level Taught
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Research Question 7
RQ7: Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho7:

There is no significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by
TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years)
for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the relationship
between the TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the TVAAS growth scores for
teachers in grades 3-12 during the 2017-2018 school year. The three factor variables were years
of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, and 5-8 years). The dependent variable was the TVAAS
growth scores for teachers in grades 3-12 during the 2017-2018 school year. The ANOVA was
significant, F(2,185) = 6.053, p = .003. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The strength
of the relationship between the TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the TVAAS
growth scores, as assessed by

2

, was medium (.0588).

Because the overall F test was significant, post hoc multiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise differences among the means of the three groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because equal variances are assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between the 2-4 years group and the 5-8 years group (p =
.002). However, there was no significant difference between the 0-1 year group and the 2-4 years
group (p = .112) and no significant difference between the 0-1 year group and the 5-8 years
group (p = .478). Results suggest TVAAS growth scores from observers with 5-8 years of
experience were significantly higher than scores from observers with 2-4 years of experience.
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There were no other significant differences. Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics, and Figure 8
shows the simple boxplot.

Table 8.
2018 TVAAS Growth Scores by TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of Experience
TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of
Experience

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

Std.
Deviation Std. Error

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

N

Mean

Minimum Maximum

0-1 Year

62

3.2581

1.37823

.17504

2.9081

3.6081

1.00

5.00

2-4 Years

43

2.6744

1.47553

.22502

2.2203

3.1285

1.00

5.00

5-8 Years

83

3.5904

1.37961

.15143

3.2891

3.8916

1.00

5.00

Total

188

3.2713

1.43889

.10494

3.0643

3.4783

1.00

5.00

Figure 8. 2018 TVAAS Growth Score by 2018 TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of Experience
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Research Question 8
RQ8: Is there a significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in
grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Ho8:

There is no significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared
by TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8
years) for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.

A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the relationship
between the TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the 2018 TEAM overall
observation rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district. The three
factor variables were years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, and 5-8 years). The dependent
variable was the overall TEAM observation rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating
public school district. The ANOVA was not significant, F(2,186) = 2.014, p = .136. Therefore,
the null hypothesis was retained. The strength of the relationship between the TEAM Certified
Observer’s years of experience and the TEAM overall observation rating for teachers in grades
3-12 in the participating public school district, as assessed by

2

, was small (.0211).

Even though the overall F test was not significant, it was close (p = .136). So, post hoc
multiple comparisons were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the means of the
three groups. A Tukey procedure was selected for the multiple comparisons because equal
variances are assumed. There was no significant difference in the means between the 0-1 year
group and the 2-4 years group (p = 1.000), between the 0-1 year group and the 5-8 years group (p
= .342), or between the 2-4 years group and the 5-8 years group (p = .252). Results show no
relationship between the TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the 2018 TEAM

67

overall observation rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district.
Results suggest there are no significant differences in TEAM overall observation ratings when
compared by TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience. Table 9 shows the descriptive
statistics (including the 95% confidence intervals for the pairwise differences), Table 10 shows
results of the Post Hoc Tests, and Figure 9 shows the simple boxplot.
Table 9.
2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of Experience
TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of
Experience

95% Confidence Interval
for Mean

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Minimum

Maximum

0-1 Year

62

3.9848

.54241

.06889

3.8471

4.1226

2.34

4.83

2-4 Years

43

3.9535

.48153

.07343

3.8053

4.1017

2.52

4.78

5-8 Years

84

4.1236

.52605

.05740

4.0094

4.2377

2.91

4.91

Total

189

4.0394

.52466

.03816

3.9641

4.1146

2.34

4.91

Table 10.
Multiple Comparisons between the TEAM Certified Observer’s Years of Experience and the
2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating
(I) 2018 TEAM
Observer Years of
Experience

(J) 2018 TEAM
Observer Years of
Mean Difference (IExperience
J)

95% Confidence Interval
Std.
Error

Sig.

Lower Bound

Upper
Bound

2-4 Years

.03135

.10356

1.000

-.2188

.2815

5-8 Years

-.13873

.08738

.342

-.3498

.0724

0-1 Year

-.03135

.10356

1.000

-.2815

.2188

5-8 Years

-.17008

.09785

.252

-.4065

.0663

0-1 Year

.13873

.08738

.342

-.0724

.3498

2-4 Years

.17008

.09785

.252

-.0663

.4065

0-1 Year

2-4 Years

5-8 Years
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Figure 9. 2018 TEAM Overall Observation Rating by 2018 TEAM Certified Observer’s Years
of Experience

Chapter Summary
Data presented and analyzed in this chapter were obtained about teachers and
instructional leaders in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district during the 20172018 school year. All data used in the study were obtained from a district data clerk in the
Central Office. The study examined eight research questions and eight corresponding null
hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS, 2019) growth score and the overall Tennessee
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM, 2018) observation rating for teachers in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district. Comparing these indicators helps determine how the two
measures align to indicate teacher effectiveness.
In addition to investigating the relationship between the TVAAS growth score, and the
TEAM observation rating, significant differences between principal and teacher demographic
variables were examined. The demographic variables identified to investigate as significant
differences to the TVAAS growth score and the TEAM observation rating in the study were:
gender (male or female), teacher licensure (practitioner or professional), grade level taught
(elementary or secondary), and years of experience as a TEAM Certified Observer (0-1 year, 2-4
years, 5-8 years).
This chapter presents conclusions based on a summary of the findings and
recommendations for practice and further research. The results of this study are intended to assist
district leaders in examining teacher effectiveness. The results of this study will serve as a
resource when district leaders are looking to evaluate if teacher evaluations systems are used
with fidelity. The results of this study should be used to examine how the post conference is used
consistently among all educators. The study used administrator and teacher data retrieved from
the participating public school district using teacher effect data from the 2017-2018 school year.
Results of the study indicated higher student growth among two groupings of
administrators and the teachers they observed. TEAM Certified Observers in the 0-1 and 5-8
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years groups had higher student growth than teachers in the 2-4 years group. This could be
attributed to a district wide implementation of Artisan Teacher coaching feedback during the
post conference. The purpose of this feedback is to provide teachers with themes of effective
instruction. It is possible that through offering this feedback to teachers; instructional gaps are
closed, which may result in higher student growth. District participants of the Artisan Teacher
training were new observers and principals. It is possible that the majority of certified observers
in the district fell into the two groups with higher student growth.
Summary
Eight research questions served as the framework of this study. Each research question
was presented with its corresponding null hypothesis in Chapters 3 and 4. The research questions
were analyzed using a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, a series of independent
samples t-tests, or ANOVAs. The level of significance for each test was set a priori .05. There
were a total of 189 elementary and secondary teacher study participants from one school district
in northeast Tennessee. Certified TEAM Observers were divided into three groups based on
years of experience as a TEAM observer for the study (0-1 year, 2-4 years, and 5-8 years).
Conclusions
This research study was grounded with a focus on eight research questions. The research
questions are shown with conclusions based on the findings from the data.
Research Question 1
Is there a significant relationship between TVAAS growth scores and the overall TEAM
observation ratings for teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
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Results of this study revealed no significant correlation between TVAAS growth scores
and TEAM observation ratings. The findings suggest that teachers scoring at or above
expectation on the TEAM observation score do not necessarily have higher TVAAS growth
scores and teachers scoring below expectation on the TEAM observation score do not have low
TVAAS growth scores. These findings are similar to Davis’s (2014) study, which revealed a
weak positive relationship between the TEAM overall observation rating and the TVAAS growth
scores in a neighboring school district.
Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation ratings between male and
female teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Results revealed no significant difference by gender (male or female) in the TEAM
observation ratings. The findings suggest that both male and female teachers in the public school
district tended to score at or above the level of expectation. These findings are similar to Davis’s
(2014), which also indicated no significant difference in the overall TEAM observation rating for
male and female teachers in a neighboring school district.
Research Question 3
Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between teachers holding
practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in the participating
public school district?
Results revealed no significant difference by type of teaching license (practitioner or
professional) in the TVAAS growth scores. Mean growth scores by type of teacher license
indicated students either met or exceeded the student growth expectation on TN Ready for the
school year. Students in classrooms with practitioner licensed teachers did not score significantly
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higher or lower on the end of course exam than students in classrooms with professional license
teachers. These findings are contrary to Davis’s (2014), which revealed a significant difference
with professionally licensed teachers having higher TVAAS growth scores than apprentice
teachers in a neighboring school district.
Research Question 4
Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between teachers
holding practitioner licenses and teachers holding professional licenses in grades 3-12 in the
participating public school district?
Results revealed no significant difference by type of teaching license (practitioner or
professional) in the overall TEAM observation ratings. Mean observation scores by type of
teacher license indicated students either met or exceeded the student growth expectation on TN
Ready for the school year. Students in classrooms with practitioner licensed teachers did not
score significantly higher or lower on the end of course exam than students in classrooms with
professional license teachers. These findings are contrary to Davis’s 2014study, which revealed a
significant difference with professionally licensed teachers having higher overall TEAM
observation ratings than apprentice teachers in a neighboring school district.
Research Question 5
Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores between elementary and
secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Results revealed a significant difference by grade level taught (elementary or secondary)
in the TVAAS growth scores. Mean growth scores by grade level indicated teachers at the
elementary level had significantly lower student growth expectation on TN Ready for the school
year than teachers in the secondary level. Students in secondary classrooms scored significantly
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higher on the end of course exam than students in elementary classrooms. These findings are
similar to the 2018 statewide TNReady scores. The Tennessee Department of Education
(TNDOE, 2018a) showed areas for refinement among grade spans. Students in elementary
grades across the state of Tennessee showed an overall decline in annual student growth
performance. The result of a decline in growth was attributed to performance on science testing.
As a result of the decline in student growth, new science standards and training were introduced
to support teachers.
Research Question 6
Is there a significant difference in overall TEAM observation rating between elementary
and secondary teachers in grades 3-12 in the participating public school district?
Results revealed no significant difference by grade level taught (elementary or
secondary) in the overall TEAM observation ratings. Mean observation scores by grade level
indicated teachers in both grade levels either met or exceeded the level of expectation. The
teachers’ grade level did not have a bearing on level of effectiveness. These findings are aligned
with the State Collaborative on Reforming Education (SCORE) (2014) report. According to the
SCORE (2014) report, student growth data allow teachers to target opportunities for growth in
certain subject areas or groups of students. However, classroom observations can be applied
consistently across all grades and within all content areas. Classroom observations allow teachers
to identify growth in classroom management, instructional practices, and lesson planning. The
information given to teachers provides areas for growth through support systems with the aim of
increasing student access to high-quality teaching across all grade levels (TEAM, 2018).
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Research Question 7
Is there a significant difference in TVAAS growth scores when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in grades 312 in the participating public school district?
There was a significant difference in TVAAS growth between the 2-4 years group and
the 5-8 years group. However, there was no significant difference between the 0-1 year group
and the 2-4 years group or between the 0-1 year group and the 5-8 years group. Results suggest a
relationship between the TEAM Certified Observer’s years of experience and the TVAAS
growth scores. Teachers assigned TEAM Certified Observers in the 0-1 year group and 5-8 years
group showed more student growth than teachers assigned observers in the 2-4 years group.
These findings are contrary to Davis’s (2014), which indicated no significant difference between
TEAM Certified Observer years of experience and the TVAAS growth scores in a neighboring
school district.
These findings indicate a value associated with the interaction between the observer and
teacher in relationship to student growth. The quality of the post-conference used with the
teacher increased the ability of students to show more growth during the school year. The type of
post-conference used in the 0-1 and 5-8 years groups resulted in the teacher being able to close
gaps in his or her instruction. Findings from the research show the observation rating alone had
no influence on student growth. However, quality of the post-conference and interaction with the
observer did influence teacher effectiveness.
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Research Question 8
Is there a significant difference in TEAM observation ratings when compared by TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience (0-1 year, 2-4 years, 5-8 years) for teachers in grades 312 in the participating public school district?
There was no significant difference in TEAM observation ratings between the 0-1 year
group and the 2-4 years group, between the 0-1 year group and the 5-8 years group, or between
the 2-4 years group and the 5-8 years group. Results suggest no relationship between the TEAM
Certified Observer’s years of experience and the TEAM overall observation rating in all groups.
These findings are contrary to Davis’s (2014), which indicated observations in the most years of
experience group produced significantly higher TEAM observation ratings in a neighboring
school district.
Recommendations for Practice
Five recommendations for practice both within the participating public school district and
across other regions of Tennessee are listed for consideration.
1. TEAM Certified Observers should reflect annually on the alignment between growth
scores and the observation rating for teachers. Classroom teachers across all grade levels
receive professional development making them familiar with the scoring rubric for the
domains of planning, environment, and instruction. Fidelity to the scoring rubrics in each
domain must be maintained by the TEAM Certified Observer. When growth scores are
consistently high and observation ratings are consistently low, the observer must refine
his or her ability to collect the preponderance of evidence shown to meet indicators at the
correct scoring level. When growth scores are consistently low and observation ratings
consistently high, the observer must reflect on practice to be sure observation ratings are
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not inflated. If there is a continuing pattern of misalignment between the growth scores
and the observation ratings, TEAM Certified Observers should seek additional training.
2. The findings from this study should be reported and discussed between district leaders
and TEAM Certified Observers in the participating public school district. This discussion
would allow for a continuing dialog regarding refinement of the observation process. All
TEAM Certified Observers should continually seek growth opportunities for identifying
and collecting evidence to meet indicators in each scoring rubric.
3. School level TEAM Observers showing consistent alignment between growth scores and
observation ratings should be identified across the school district. Those observers
showing this consistency should deliver annual trainings to all TEAM Certified
Observers to help facilitate opportunities for growth with the observation process.
4. Teachers showing consistency across multiple years with high growth scores should be
identified across the district. These teachers should identify the instructional best
practices used in their classrooms and how they align with effectiveness indicators on
scoring rubrics. These best practices should be shared with teachers in their buildings
during professional development. This opportunity for professional development may
help other teachers experience the same level of growth with their students by using
research based best practices aligned with the indicators of teaching effectiveness.
5. TEAM Certified Observers should annually calibrate their scoring alongside another
certified observer in their building. This process should be done during annual training
and conducted in the TEAM Certified Observer’s building. This practice may help refine
the observer’s ability to collect the preponderance of evidence during the observation
process needed to determine teacher effectiveness.
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6. TEAM Certified Observers should norm their post-conference with other observers. It
would be beneficial for the district to provide yearly training in the area of conferencing.
Post-conference guidance from the TEAM handbook should also be reviewed annually.
7. Research findings suggest that teachers assigned observers in the 0-1 and 5-8 years of
experience show more student growth than teachers with observers in the 2-4 years
experience group. Because of this finding, it may be beneficial for all teachers to be
assigned a rotation of certified observers for every cycle of observation. An equity issue
for teachers and students may be present when a single observer conducts all
observations each cycle.
8. The district should continue to send TEAM Certified Observers to Artisan Teacher
training. Those who have already participated in the 2-year training should serve as
professional development leaders across the district.
Recommendations for Further Research
These recommendations are indicated for future research. The body of research regarding
determining educator effectiveness may increase by examining these areas.
1. This study should be replicated in other school districts across Tennessee to determine if
the findings represent a larger sample.
2. Future research should be done in the same public school district using data after the
2017-2018 school year. The results of future studies could be compared to the results of
this study.
3. There is a revised TEAM observation process currently in pilot studies across Tennessee.
If implemented, a new study should be conducted to determine if there exists a
relationship between growth scores and the new observation process.
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4. Future research should be conducted to determine if there exists a significant relationship
between school administrator observation ratings and teacher observation ratings.
5. Future research should be conducted to determine if there is a significant relationship
between the school administrator observation rating and the overall student growth score
in each school building.
6. Future research should be done in the area of growth scores and the post-conference.
7. Future research should be conducted to determine educator effectiveness by examining
the relationship between the teacher observation rating and other student performance
indicators. Student performance indicators to examine include student achievement, the
chronically out of school indicator, graduation rate, and the ready graduate rate.
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